It finds that many teachers are using NC levels for assessing individual pieces of work, a process for which they were never intended. It also finds that teachers find it difficult to show progress using NC levels, and that many teachers have rewritten the levels into childfriendly language, thus causing further difficulties. • What are teachers actually doing when they assess classroom composing?
I n t r o d u c t i o n

In England it is a statutory requirement of the National Curriculum that all pupils study music in the lower secondary school up to the age of 14 years (we are specifying 'English' here as the National Curriculum is different for each member country of the UK). This phase is known in the UK as Key Stage 3 (KS3), and encompasses the part of secondary education which falls between the ages of 11 and 14 years. The contents of the National Curriculum are delineated by statute, and composing is one of the key processes in this. Although a statutory activity, assessment of composing does not take place as a separate component, instead summative assessment of attainment in music is afforded by a single National Curriculum level, for which level statements are documented in the National Curriculum for music itself. There have not as yet been any major national studies in England of teachers' assessment practices with regard to composing. This study set out to address this by investigating how classroom music teachers undertook assessment of composing. We were interested in both formative and summative aspects of assessment of composing, and set out to inquire as to what sorts of assessment mechanisms and systems were employed by teachers for assessing composing at KS3 in England. Our research was governed by two principal questions:
• What are teachers actually doing when they assess classroom composing?
• How are official structures (e.g. National Curriculum levels) utilised in this process? Correspondence to Martin Fautley. 
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M a r t i n Fa u t l e y a n d J o n a t h a n S a v a g e (Burnard, 2000b (Burnard, , 2006 Burnard & Younker, 2002 , including how learners make meaning from composing and improvising, and the cognitive and practical mechanisms in place whilst undertaking it (Burnard, 2000a (Burnard, , 2002 . In the context of the UK National Curriculum (NC), composing often takes place as a collaborative process, and this has formed the locus of investigation for a number of studies (Burland & Davidson, 2001; Fautley, 2004 Fautley, , 2005 . Social interaction plays a large part in group composing, and this has also been investigated (Miell & MacDonald, 2000; Burland & Davidson, 2001; MacDonald et al., 2002; Major, 2007 Major, , 2008 . More recently, what Activity Theory can tell us about group composing has been studied (Burnard & Younker, 2008) . Pedagogic attitudes to composing have sometimes been an issue, and this area has been investigated too (Odam, 2000; Paynter, 2000; Berkley, 2001; Byrne & Sheridan, 2001) . (Harlen, 2005 (Harlen, , 2007 . Formative assessment, frequently referred to as assessment for learning, has been shown to play a key role in the development of learning, and has been well documented (Black, 1995; James, 1998; Black & Wiliam, 1998 Assessment Reform Group, 1999 Black et al., 2003a Black et al., , 2003b Black et al., , 2004 .
R e s e a r c h i n t o c o m p o s i n g i n t h e c u r r i c u l u m
Composing as a curricular activity has received increasing attention in recent academic research, and a number of facets of it have been investigated. Burnard has researched a variety of approaches to, and outcomes from, the composing process
A s s e s s m e n t r e s e a r c h
Assessment is a key area of interest in contemporary educational discourse. Key distinctions are drawn between summative and formative assessment. Summative assessment is where marking, grading and certification of learning takes place, usually at the conclusion of a learning episode
A s s e s s m e n t o f c o m p o s i n g
Assessment of composing, particularly in the English situation has received less attention, however. There are some general overviews (Stephens, 2003; MacDonald et al., 2006) and some researchers have investigated teacher practice in this area (Byrne & Sheridan, 2001; Byrne et al., 2003) . In their discussions concerning the composing pathways undertaken by individuals, Younker (2004) mention assessment. Mills (1991) investigated the musical nature of assessment, whilst Brophy (2000) and Colwell (2002 Colwell ( , 2007 have both considered a range of other issues. From a classroom perspective, Bray (2000 Bray ( , 2002 and Adams (2000) discuss ways in which teachers can undertake assessment in the classroom, whilst Fautley (2008 Fautley ( , 2009 has provided guidance for both serving and trainee teachers, as well as considering assessment issues more widely (Fautley, 2010) . From a more general perspective, issues concerned with assessment and the arts have been discussed (Murphy & Espeland, 2007) , as have the more specific issues of assessment in music education (Murphy, 2007) . Kaschub and Smith, writing (Kaschub & Smith, 2009, p. 97) . This is a situation that many older music teachers in the UK will recognise from pre-NC days. IP address: 2.120.122.123
A
T h e c o n t e x t o f s c h o o l s
In England, considerable investment has been made into developing teacher proficiency in assessment, in term of both resources (DfES, 2002 (DfES, , 2003 (DfES, , 2004a (DfES, , 2004b (Ruthven, 1995; Wiliam, 2003) and from music teachers themselves (Fowler, 2008 (Harlen, 2005) . The original intention of the NC levels was that they should only be used once, at the end of a key stage, in this instance at age 14+, therefore they were not intended to be used M a r t i n Fa u t l e y a n d J o n a t h a n S a v a g e for individual pieces of work. Anecdotally we understood that this was no longer the case, and teachers were required to provide schools with regular updates of all their pupils using the NC levels. We wanted to find out how much truth there was in these stories, and how the NC levels were used by teachers.
R e s e a r c h m e t h o d o l o g y
This research involved combining both qualitative and quantitative methodologies (Gorard & Taylor, 2004 (Creswell, 2009, p. 203 (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 16) , and that employing a mixed methodology is '. . . more than simply collecting and analysing both kinds of data; it also involves the use of both approaches in tandem . . .' (Creswell, 2009, p. 4) .
With these factors in mind, the research was designed to take place in three phases. (Cohen et al., 2007, p. 328 (Cohen et al., 2007; Denscombe, 2007) . In reporting speech from teachers, we have transcribed directly what they said, and used conventionally represented punctuation to aid meaning (Marshall & Rossman, 2006) .
The first phase was an on-line survey. The second phase was a follow-up on-line survey, which developed themes from the first survey in greater depth. Materials from both of these surveys were employed to inform the final phase, which was a series of individual semi-structured interviews with teachers. In the initial on-line survey questions
Data analysis was undertaken in a number of ways. Qualitative analysis of free text responses was coded using a grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) where codings for the data arise from analysis thereof. This was undertaken as an iterative process, with increasingly fine-scaled unique codings arising as a result, in a developed form of axial coding, followed by coding for process (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 163 (Wright, 2003, p. 127 Table 3 .
Only about 11% of respondents answered that they assess with this frequency because they wanted to; 36% of respondents were using the NC levels this often because the school required them to. However, 45% of teachers were using the NC levels as a way of monitoring progress, using them for benchmarking so they could track progress over time, and it is to this use of the NC levels that we now turn. M a r t i n Fa u t l e y a n d J o n a t h a n S a v a g e 
U s i n g l e v e l s t o s h o w p r o g r e s s i o n
In order to develop our understanding of the ways in which teachers
. but I don't think the stranding is particularly thorough, and I don't think it's supposed to be particularly, so you talk about intentions and expressive effects at various different stages, and you can see some sort of differentiated outcomes through those. But I don't think as a set of, well they're not meant to be criteria, and I don't think that as a set of statements they're specific enough really to track progression in all but the vaguest terms.
Some teachers used the NC levels for internal recording purposes, but did not share them with the pupils:
Yes, we do use them but we use them as teachers. We don't share National Curriculum levels with the students. (Fautley, 2010, p. 69) . Many teachers here spoke of assessment being undertaken to fulfil a systemic need for audit, rather than a learning one.
A number of teachers had broken down the level statements from the NC, and used these to show progression: I think we are able to use them to show development, because the way that I've broken down the levels, in each of the attainments, as a block is performing, appraising and composing. So if you extract from that the different strands, I think you are able to show development through those things. So for example level 5 is one that talks about using chords, the right sort of chords, and then there's the one that
M a r t i n Fa u t l e y a n d J o n a t h a n S a v a g
D o t e a c h e r s fi n d N C l e v e l s h e l p f u l ?
We then asked the simple and stark question: Do you find the National Curriculum levels helpful?
Despite their having been in existence since 2000, and many training courses having been run concerning their use, 30% of teachers reported that they found them unhelpful.
Clearly this means that 70% of teachers do find them helpful, but it does seem that the use of NC levels raises a number of questions, not least concerning that of ways of meeting the concerns of this significant minority of teachers.
Tr a n s l a t i o n o f l e v e l s i n t o ' p u p i l -s p e a k '
From answers to survey questions, and from anecdotal evidence amongst teachers, we wondered how prevalent the practice of re-writing the wording of the published NC levels into pupil-friendly vocabulary might be. To investigate this we asked interviewees whether they did this. There was a range of responses, from the definite and unequivocal, to those who had not and would not. This teacher was very definite:
We don't share National Curriculum levels with the students because we have different kid-speak levels that the students use.
Whereas this teacher was having second thoughts about using the ones he had rewritten: (Sainsbury & Sizmur, 1998, p. 190) .
C r i t e r i o n r e f e r e n c i n g
Rewriting level statements into pupil-speak takes us into the territory of criterion referencing. In free-text responses which did not mention NC levels directly, what many teachers did discuss was criterion referencing. Taking this as a unit for analysis,
In Interestingly what happens in many cases is that these assessment lessons seem to assess performance of the finished composition, rather than of the process of composing itself. The resultant grade seems to be based on performance of the composition, rather than the process of composing. We noted that the process of composing was not normally subject to summative assessment, but rather to formative assessment, and so it is to that we now turn. 
